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FOREWORD 


The following data have been compiled by Joseph L. Inter- 
maggio, Acting Director, the Washington Center for Metropolitan 
Studies, under contract with the Joint Committee on Washington 
Metropolitan Problems. The information is both supplementary to 
earlier studies and recommendations of the joint committee, and 
preparatory to its consideration of the Washington mass transporta- 
tion plan and related proposals. 

FREDERICK GUTHEIM, 
Staff Director. 
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SUPPORT FOR PLANNING IN THE WASHINGTON 
METROPOLITAN AREA 












ANALYSIS OF PLANNING Bupaets, 1955-59 


The growth of the metropolitan area has stimulated interest in 
planning to meet the problems which that growth has generated. This 
interest has been reflected in the attention paid to planning by civic 
groups and individuals, business concerns, local governments, the 
press, and recent testimony before the Joint Committee on Washing- 
ton Metropolitan Problems, which emphasized the importance of good 
planning in dealing with any of the problems considered by the com- 
mittee. A political contest in the Washington suburbs would be 
incomplete without some controversy over the extent and quality of 
planning. Conferences of professionals and citizens have considered 
planning problems in both local and regional context. They all 
endorse planning. 

The result of this interest has been an increase in funds for planning 
in all jurisdictions of the metropolitan area. These expenditures are 
one index of both the interest and desire of communities to cope with 
the problems of growth, and indicate an intent to meet the area’s 
alien, Regional planning departments and planning staffs con- 
stitute a regional resource, which, if properly coordinated, can enhance 
the character of each individual osdie and the region as a whole. 

It is the purpose of this report to examine the extent of support for 
planning, and to suggest means by which maximum use of the plan- 
ning resources might be made in benefiting the region. 

















TaBLE 1.—Total budgets for planning agencies, Washington metropolitan area, 
1955-60 


[In thousands] 


Jurisdiction 
1956-57 | 1957-58 














DR a. ditt 5c hse bcp aden sdsesiwelip< 21.5 42.4 46.6 
DE PO nnn conspstancoenswetuawon 96.0 121.0 174.0 
Wee See ie eiiiticr cia 104.8 139.8 154. 4 
TT hace 9.9 4.8 5.3 
Northern Virginia Regional Planning 

CCI nis inti pitatnda~ssnsseSs 13.6 13.5 15.6 
National Capital Planning Commission__- 149.0 200. 0 231.0 
National apital Regional Planning 

ITT, oh ninttteon aes vetemana inal (25. 0) (35. 0) (40. 0) 
TR WI i oh lhc oa ee eee Seas: 7.8 8.7 15.8 
Maryland-National Capital Park and 

Planning Commission’ -_--_.........-..- 437.0 462.0 510.0 

ictenorretcgtas eb bi telah soenadiendl 840.5 992.2 | 1,151.7| 1,370.1 


1 1960 estimate; $4,500 in 1956 was consultant. 
2 Included in NCPC budget. 
3 Prior to 1957 planning for upper eae County was done by the county government, but fellow- 
ing that year by the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission. 
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At the outset, it should be noted that gross budget figures are 
misleading. The amount spent on regional planning, or on planning 
in regional context, is as critical a figure as that spent on local detail. 
Second, while there has been a 110 percent increase in planning ex- 
penditures in the 5-year period analyzed, it should be emphasized 
that the planning problems have also grown with the burgeoning 
population and changing land-use patterns. Furthermore, popula- 
tion and its attendant planning problems will continue to grow. 

Of the increases in planning expenditures since 1955, the greatest 
percentage of increase has been in the northern Virginia jurisdictions. 
The greatest gross increases have been in the National Capital planning 
agencies, and the funds for the Maryland-National Capital Planning 
Commission. The total increase in the latter’s funds has equaled the 
budgeted funds for 1960, in all the Virginia jurisdictions combined. 

In 1955, Maryland planning agencies spent 56 percent of all planning 
funds in the metropolitan area. The present proportion is 41 percent, 
reflecting the increasing strength of neighboring planning agencies. 
Virginia jurisdictions have increased their expenditures from only 
29 percent of the total in 1955, to 37 percent of the total in the current 
fiscal year. The proportion of the National Capital agencies has 
risen in the 5-year period from 15 to 22 percent. 

In comparing the contribution to planning with the percentage of 
of population contributing to planning problems, it is apparent that 
the Maryland and Virginia regions bear a disproportionate share of 
planning costs. 


| Percent | Percent 
Area population | planning 
costs 
District of Columbia-.--- ae EE ictal de 43 | 22 
Maryland_ : <a ne psa 33 41 


Virginia. ._-_- { ewe Fee 24 | 37 


Table Il shows that a total of $439,000 is currently budgeted for 
planning administration. This accounts for 24 percent of all budgeted 
funds in the present fiscal year. Regional planning accounts for 
$719,000, or 39 percent of the total. This figure is distorted by 
inability to remove local planning items from the Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission budget. This is the only 
agency which, while doing local planning, does it in the context of its 
regional mission. In short, it is a regional agency with local functions, 
while the agencies of Virginia have the reverse assignment of planning 
priority. ‘The extent of the distortion in regional planning, and its 
lack of uniformity in the region, can be seen by comparing the 100 
percent allocation of Maryland planning funds to regional purposes 
with similar allocation by the National Capital agencies and those of 
Virginia. Eighteen percent of all the NCPC-NCRPC funds may be 
considered actual regional planning. These funds represent the ex- 
tent of support for metropolitan area planning. Eleven percent of the 
funds of the Virginia agencies are for regional planning. The question 
may be raised whether these are realistic allocations of time and funds, 
when the pattern of regional development would seem to place the 


premium on regional planning as a framework for all planning in the 
area. 
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TaB.eE II.—Fiscal 1960 budgets for planning administration, local planning, 
regional planning, Washington metropolitan area 

















i | 
Administration Local Regional | 
planning planning 
Jurisdiction : abt eta eel 
| } | } | 
Amount | Percent! Amount | Percent} Amount | Percent} 
é a aati ee 
Thou- Thou- | Thou- Thou- 
sands sands | sands | sands 
DEON 8 5c <3 = dapat ~postabapeneen $15.1 20 $54.7 | 73 $5. 6 7| $75.4 
OS ER ee ee eee 49.0 20 184. 5 76 10. 5 4] 244.0 
a he a ean 62.9 25 171.9 | 70 12.6 | 5 | 247.4 
EE aI ck el pdadbdeadeemhind. 5.4 WEP feasccn ke Sie .6 10 | 6.0 
Northern Virginia Regional Planning 
a ee Ys 14.4 _ » eee eowies 260.0 | 81 | 74.4 
National Capital Planning Commis- | 
sion and National Capital Regional | 
Planning Council-_................... 75. 0 19 252. 0 3 62 | 73.0 19 {| 400.0 
UTES « «<a pudnndudiiesiandabechous 17.5 SP isseanesdas ntken heat iiondiemeaeias SRE” | 17.5 
Maryland-North Carolina Park and | 
Planning Commission___.---....----- 4 200. 0 Wie. Linesscaen we 72| 711.0 
| | 











1 Includes local planning. 
2 Includes contributions from municipalities, States, and Federal matching funds. 
3 Includes Federal agency planning. 














‘ Estimate reflects director’s salary and expenses for the commission. Local planning is done by the 
commission, but is not separately budgeted. 
TasB_e III1.—Planning staffs metropolitan area planning agencies 
cenit jpninansiiiigtigasaeetetsiesstlgetile ti lena eseappattlipstoneeateiediienpigiaamsnmiina am a a : a 
Planning staffs Percent | 1959 pro- 
Jurisdiction be a _| increase | fessional 
| in total staff 
1955 | 1959 staff | 
i 
ane rae 7 re = ‘ 2 r } 7 ke ee a te ee 
PN 3 atnectitnka acnadiinanacpaatnanal ma Giiipineceaiene 4 | 9 125 | 2 
es isin diaa deietiniiahamtalintettueddds linn tins pith 18 | 32 77 6 
8 SS ee a ee 20 36 | 60 6 
SEE RIO vice eatidlntats Sem dhn acteningsichaccnp eink ieias l 1 0 | 1 
Northern Virginia Regional Planning Commission - 2 7 250 3 
National Capital Planning Commission.__.............|..-...-- , : pbuses 27 
National Capital Regional Planning Council ----_--- 22 | 43 | 100 | 19 
NG ein on snide ceies Aaland chaninennliea Since tnt 1 | | 0 1 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Com- | 
TRIN 6 os vino nntntttnsinddseeeasdntsepbelsens 42 | 63 50 | 35 
ie x ciihiicthen nluipb netics pecici techies tsi ae tae 110 | 192 | 75 90 
i 
; ' 





1 Includes ‘‘ Mass Transportation Study.” 


TaBLE IV.—Planning salaries, Washington metropolitan area, 1955-60 


[Thousands of dollars] 














; Jurisdiction 1955 | 1960 
I i.settttinns nvtianiiak sveispiotcspabeahaitanstleh ts aietgai ciate aiibiiaiasuiheear eines 5 ian ie | 16. 6 63.0 
ER a cewsindiinccrusdbbtbadbsshpcuacddbamiduseplitedkntebscaeetinkes < ' ‘| 188.3 199.0 
Fairfax C ounty eincdeindins 5 ian Aainpaanidanetcainsdatieemnmde aed vatanieth ied ie anit | 88.5 210.9 
II fiche actin tet np nde es ne bene etitbe kamu emit anaes 5.0 5.4 
Northern Virginia Regional Mg | es ee ere 213.6 43.0 
National Capital Planning Commission and National Capital Regional Plan- | 

SE NI, sc ccisin ci. acute dl wity a djeincs nahh hed adattededabahdicakaaakaai 122.0 323.0 
B55 cs asecseay-sitakan erie wpcenpincauinecibcs cescaanneeaaeeatisaaaitan nian tial taal i ease sola 27.8 377.0 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission_-_-_-..-....---- ---| 206. 9 17.0 

Tonnies epee msi ita tum cen caeee ee ee 548.7 1, 237.4 
| 


1 Includes $5,000 consultant services. 
2 Total office. 
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Discounting the distortion of the Maryland figures, local planning 
receives the bulk of planning funds. Regional planning has been 
strengthened in each jurisdiction, but it must still be considered 
weak. 

Staffing for planning agencies in the area has also been improved 
in the 5 years reviewed. Gross amounts spent on salaries for planning 
agencies have risen from $548,700 in the current year. While the sum 
has doubled, it indicates salary rises in existing staff, as well as new 
employees. Total staffs have grown from 110 to 192; 90 of the 
present employees are of professional status. As a total number 
of professionals, this provides the region with a valuable, and highly 
trained planning resource. The only question to be answered is 
whether the best use is being made of the efforts of these professionals. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


The pace of growth places a premium on planning in a regional 
context if the development of the region is to reflect ideals for better 
communities and a beautiful capital city. This indicates a need for 
a strengthened regional framework for planning, with funds to support 
it. Pending creation of any regional planning agency, and perhaps 
as a part of the operations of such an agency, means should be found 
to more effectively employ the region’s planners, and planning 
agencies. Three possible means might be employed to achieve this 
objective: 

1. Each planning agency might assign (as some already assign) 
one of its professionals to appropriate regional planning agencies, 
to serve as liaison with working planners in both their own and 
the regional agency; to allow working level reflection of regional 
goals in local planning offices; and to effectively represent local 
planning problems at the staff level in regional agencies. Such 
professionals might further be assigned from local planning 
agencies to the regional planning staff. 

2. Planning agencies in the region should establish standard 
budgetary procedures, in order to facilitate comparisons of 
expenditures and more exact budgetary descriptions of planning 
functions, such as administrative, local and regional operations 
of the agency. Common job descriptions would assist in the 
regional assignment of planners and in the comparison of planning 
operations. 

3. While each of the above suggestions may be implemented 
without altering present arrangements, the most fundamental 
need is for better framework for regional planning. This involves 
both better political and planning organization and leadership. 
without a framework in which leadership may find expression in 
order to express regional community goals and consequent 
planning goals, the planners will continue to work in a vacuum. 

In short, the analysis of planning budgets indicates a need for a 
strong, well defined set of planning goals, so that local and regional 
planning will become parts of a well conceived regional plan, rather 
than a mosaic. 

O 








